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The Entanglement of Race, 
Gender, and Nationality in 
Varuh Meje – Guardian Of 
The Frontier1
 
1. Krajolik {to treba da se otkrie...
Scenata zapo~nuva so son~eva re~na dolina niz 
koja lebdat zdivovi utrinska magla... Ti{inata ja 
paraat bogati neprekinati blagozvu~ni tonovi, koi 
se zasiluvaat. Panoramski, kamerata bavno se dvi`i 
kraj rekata, kon senkite. I toga{, nad temnata vodena 
povr{ina i naglaseni so akordi vo tri tonovi, se 
pojavuvaat imiwata na trite glumici. Kamerata 
se zadr`uva na nekakov neprepoznatliv predmet, 
zumira i izostruva na sandala zaglavena me|u 
karpi vo vodata. Kre{endo od `i~eni instrumenti 
zavr{uva so visok ton. Rez. Preku platnoto 
preletuvaat drvja i slu{ame muzika {to potsetuva na 
vestern. Se pojavuvaat dve ̀ eni, sednati edna sproti 
druga vo kupe. Ednata posega po fotografski aparat 
i ja slika dru{kata koja nakratko ja poglednuva, & 
se nasmevnuva i revnosno & se vra}a na knigata {to 
ja ~ita. Kadarot povtorno go ispolnuva brzata niza 
drvja, samo za mig; naedna{ gi zamenuva krupen 
kadar so voda {to te~e. Brzakot drvja se pojavuva 
u{te edna{, no naglo go zamenuva nov krupen kadar 
so voda {to te~e. I toga{ nad vodata se voobli~uva 
naslovot na filmot. Rez do krajot na naslovnata 
1. A landscape to be discovered... 
The scene opens with a sunny river valley as wafts of 
early morning fog drift through. Sustained pitches rich 
in harmonics break the silence, rising in volume. The 
camera slowly pans along a river, into the shadows. 
Then, superimposed on the dark water’s surface and 
accentuated by the sound of tri-tone chords, the names 
of three actresses appear. The camera lingers on an 
unidentifiable object, zooms in, and scrutinizes a sandal 
caught between rocks in the water. String instruments 
crescendo and reach a high-pitched note. Cut. Trees 
rush past on the screen as we hear music evocative of 
a Western. Two women appear, sitting opposite each 
other in a train compartment. One of them reaches for 
a camera and photographs her companion who briefly 
looks up, smiles, and diligently returns to the book she is 
reading. Passing trees fill the frame again for an instant 
only to be suddenly replaced by a close-up of flowing 
water. The stream of trees appears once more and is 
abruptly replaced by another close-up of flowing water. 
The title of the film then materializes, superimposed on 
the water. Cut to the end of the title sequence, the film 




{pica, po~nuva filmot Varuh Meje–^uvar na 
Granicata. Sepak, nie, gleda~ite, podzastanuvame 
u{te za mig, nemo`ej}i da dr`ime ~ekor so tekot na 
slikite.
2. ...za nacionalisti~ka konstrukcija...
Varuh Meje –^uvar na Granicata e, po mnogu ne{ta, 
izvonreden film. Toa e prviot slovene~ki igran 
film {to go re`irala `ena. Vo 2002 godina ja 
dobi nagradata Manfred Salcgeber na berlinskiot 
filmski festival “Berlinale”. Pokraj toa, zagat­
nuva niza pra{awa va`ni za feministi~kite i 
postkolonijalnite raspravi: filmot e edinstven 
poradi na~inot na koj dava op{iren materijal za 
analiza na prepletuvaweto na rasata, seksualnosta i 
rodot vo konceptot na nacijata i na pra{aweto okolu 
pretstavata za navodno neutralniot, neizbe`en i 
nemenliv status na nacijata. Na povr{no ramni{te, 
filmot raska`uva prikazna za tri drugarki koi vo 
tekot na svojot prv semestralen raspust plovat so 
kanu po te~enieto na Kolpa, reka na granicata pome|u 
Slovenija i Hrvatska. Nabrgu, za vnimanieto na 
gleda~ot po~nuva da se bori i edna druga, paralelna 
potka, koga trite `eni gi tormozi „^uvarot na 
granicata” koj go sledi nivnoto odnesuvawe za da 
se pogri`i da ne se preminat (homo)­socijalnite, 
orodeni, rasni i nacionalni granici. „^uvarot” 
se obiduva da gi usoglasi op{testvenite normi i 
nacionalnite granici i na toj na~in ne samo {to 
se pretstavuva kako nacionalist,2 tuku izrazuva i 
edna retko osporuvana i {iroko rasprostraneta 
koncepcija za „nacijata”. Kako povlasten oblik na 
pretstavuvawe, nacijata stanala edna od najva`nite 
sliki za op{testven konsenzus i povlasten oblik 
na identifikacija. Tie mehanizmi gi maskiraat 
nejzinata parcijalnost i nejzinata itrina do 
the viewers, linger for a moment, unable to keep up with 
the flow of images. 
. ...for a nationalist construction... 
Varuh Meje – Guardian Of The Frontier is, in a number 
of ways, a remarkable film. It is the first Slovenian feature 
film directed by a woman. It was awarded the Manfred-
Salzgeber Prize at the Berlin Film Festival, Berlinale, in 
2002. Additionally, it raises a number of issues that are 
important to feminist and post-colonial debates: the film 
is unique in the way it provides ample material to analyze 
the entanglement of race, sexuality, and gender in the 
concept of the nation and question the notion of a nation’s 
supposedly neutral, inescapable und unchallengeable 
status. On the surface, the film tells the story of three 
female friends who, during their first semester break, 
canoe down the Kolpa, a border river between Slovenia 
and Croatia. Soon, a parallel storyline competes for the 
viewer’s attention as the three women are tormented by a 
“Guardian of the Frontier” who monitors their behaviour 
to make sure that (homo-) social, gendered, racial, and 
national “frontiers” are not crossed. The “guardian” 
tries to bring social norms and national borders into 
agreement, thereby not only presenting himself as a 
nationalist,2 but also representing a rarely challenged 
widespread concept of “the nation.” As a privileged 
mode of representation, the nation has become one of 
the most important images of social consensus and a 
privileged form of identification. These mechanisms 
mask its partiality and artifice to the point where they 
are no longer perceptible. If basic characteristics of a 
nation exist, Benedict Anderson’s analysis is certainly 
significant to their understanding: to him, the nation is 
an “imagined community” that is “conceived as a deep, 
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tolkav stepen {to ve}e ne mo`at da se zabele`at. 
Ako postojat osnovni odliki na nacija, analizata 
na Benedikt Anderson (Benedict Anderson) sigurno 
}e bide zna~ajna za da se razberat: za nego, nacijata 
e „zamislena zaednica” koja{to „se do`ivuva kako 
dlaboko, horizontalno drugarstvo” (Anderson 1991, 
7), bez ogled na o~iglednite neednakvosti vo pove}eto 
op{testva. Vetuvaweto za zaedni~ko u~estvo, za 
ednakvost vo ramkite na nacijata, dovelo do {irewe 
na konceptot, a dalekuse`na posledica od toa e 
{to, denes, se zema zdravo za gotovo deka ~ovek ima 
nacionalnost i ~uvstvuva povrzanost so drugi lu|e 
koi `iveat vo istata zemja, iako nitu gi poznava 
nitu, pak, nekoga{ }e gi zapoznae. Ponatamu, Varuh 
Meje go ilustrira na~inot na koj vrz edno konkretno 
evropsko gledi{te za nacijata vlijaele rasisti~ki i 
hetero­seksisti~ki isklu~uva~ki praktiki. Vo edna 
sekvenca od filmot se prika`uvaat ma`i i `eni so 
azisko poteklo kako ja minuvaat rekata Kolpa za da 
stignat do Slovenija. Vedna{ gi fa}aat policajci, 
na koi, pak, veda{ im ~estita i, stiskaj}i im raka, 
im se zablagodaruva „^uvarot na granicata”, koj brzo 
se pojavuva na samoto mesto. Na toj na~in filmot 
dava primer kako konkretnite „nebelci” se brkaat 
od granicite na nacijata, „klasi~na me{avina 
od insitucionalni i poedine~ni rasizmi” koi 
Teo Goldberg (Theo Goldberg) gi narekuva „rasna 
evropeizacija” (Goldberg 2006, 354): bidej}i 
kolonijalizmot se sfa}a kako ne{to {to se slu~ilo 
drugade, Evropa mo`e da se zamisli kako „mestoto na 
i za Evropejcite sfateni istoriski” (Goldberg 2006, 
354), a soodvetno na toa Evropejcite se definiraat 
kako isklu~ivo belo i hristijansko naselenie. 
Pojavuvaweto na nebeli likovi vo Varuh Meje 
naglasuva deka mitot za belata hristijanska Evropa 
se odr`uva preku strogo vardewe na granicite koe 
se zasnova vrz voo~uvaweto na telesnite razliki. 
horizontal comradeship” (Anderson 1991, 7), regardless 
of the inequalities evident in most societies. The promise 
of participation, of equality within a nation, has led 
to the concept’s advancement with the far-reaching 
consequence that, today, it seems to be a given that one 
has a nationality and feels bound to other individuals 
who dwell in the same land, although one neither knows 
those individuals nor ever will. Furthermore, Varuh Meje 
illustrates how a specifically European view of the nation 
is influenced by racist and hetero-sexist exclusionary 
practices. One sequence shows men and women of 
Asian origin crossing the Kolpa River to reach Slovenia. 
They are immediately captured by police officers who 
are themselves congratulated and thanked, handshake 
included, by the “Guardian of the Frontier,” swift to 
appear on the scene. The film thus exemplifies how the 
“non-white” people in question are expelled from the 
boundaries of the nation, a “classic mix of institutional 
and individual racisms” referred to by Theo Goldberg as 
“Racial Europeanization”(Goldberg 2006, 354): since 
colonialism is regarded as having taken place elsewhere, 
Europe can be imagined as “the place of and for 
Europeans historically conceived” (Goldberg, 2006, 354), 
and Europeans concurrently defined as an exclusively 
white and Christian population. The appearance of 
non-white characters in Varuh Meje highlights how the 
myth of a white Christian Europe is maintained through 
rigorous border policing based on the identification of 
physical difference. The body is where the determination 
of whether someone belongs to a nation or not takes 
place: “through the simple expedient of demonizing and 
reifying the range of colour on a palette” (Morrison 1992, 
7). Varuh Meje thus shows how borders are drawn in 
active practices, while the criteria clarifying who belongs 
and who does not appear fuzzy. 
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Teloto e ona mesto kade {to se utvrduva dali nekoj & 
pripa|a na nacijata ili ne: „preku prostata itrina 
na demonizirawe i konkretizirawe na opsegot na 
boi vrz paletata” (Morrison 1992, 7). Taka, Varuh 
Meje poka`uva na koj na~in granicite se iscrtuvaat 
vo aktivnite praktiki, dodeka kriteriumite so koi 
se pojasnuva koj pripa|a, a koj ne pripa|a se nejasni. 
Gorespomenatata sekvenca vospostavuva edno 
opasno scenario {to mo`e da gi zasegne i belite 
protagonistki Aqa, @ana i Simona: opasnosta da 
se bide isklu~en(a) od pripadnosta na nacijata, 
od pripadnosta kako {to vo tekot na filmot ja 
formulira „^uvarot na granicata”. Vo ovoj primer, 
zakanata dobiva oblik na taktika na zastra{uvawe 
~ija cel e da disciplinira i da ureduva, odnosno 
ne{to {to jas go do`ivuvam kako mehanizam za koj 
Toni Morison veli deka se sostoi od vnesuvawe na 
slikata za „rasiziranoto drugo”, mehanizam {to 
taa go narekuva afrikanizam: „na~in na nadzor vrz 
pra{awata na stale`ot, seksualnata sloboda, i na 
represijata, sozdavaweto i koristeweto na mo}ta” 
(Morrison 1992, 7). Toga{, ova „rasizirano drugo” slu­
`i kako slika za sporedba „za da mo`e da se iscrtuvaat 
i nametnuvaat izumot i implikaciite na belosta” 
(Morrison 1992, 52). Gledano od taa perspektiva, 
jasno se razlikuvaat rasisti~kite isklu~uvawa 
zaradi definirawe na nekoja nacija i uredenosta i 
disciplinata {to kako rezultat & se nametnuvaa na 
rajata: iako ovie oblici na pot~inuvawe postojano 
upatuvaat eden na drug, ~ovek mora jasno da gi 
razgrani~i i spored nivnite praktiki i spored 
posledicite {to proizleguvaat od niv.
Koga, na primer, „izumite i implikaciite” na 
rasisti~koto isklu~uvawe se kontrast vrz osnova 
na koj }e se sozdavaat pretstavi za „belosta”, toa 
ne zna~i i deka ne proizveduvaat ureduva~ki 
The above-mentioned sequence establishes a threatening 
scenario that could also concern the white protagonists 
Alja, Žana and Simona: the threat of being excluded from 
belonging to the nation, formulated by the “Guardian of 
the Frontier” in the course of the film. In this instance, 
the menace takes the shape of an intimidation tactic 
designed to discipline and regulate, which I perceive as 
a mechanism specified by Toni Morrison consisting in 
the introduction of the figure of the “racialized other,” 
a mechanism she refers to as Africanism: “a way of 
policing matters of class, sexual license, and repression, 
formations and exercises of power” (Morrison, 1992, 7). 
This “racialized other” then serves as a contrasting figure 
“to limn out and enforce the invention and implications of 
whiteness” (Morrison 1992, 52). From that perspective, 
racist exclusions for the purpose of defining a nation 
and the resulting regulation and discipline enforced 
onto the populace clearly differ: although these forms 
of subjugation constantly refer to each other, one has to 
distinguish them clearly in their practices as well as in 
their consequences. 
When, for example, the “inventions and implications” 
of racist exclusion are a contrast to produce notions of 
“whiteness,” this does not mean that they do not bring 
about regulating and disciplining effects. As Richard 
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i disciplinira~ki efekti. Kako {to poka`a 
Ri~ard Dajer (Richard Dyer 1997), konceptot za 
„belosta” se zasnova vrz politika na teloto vo 
koja heteroseksualnosta igra presudna uloga, kako 
sredstvo za reprodukcija na rasata i definirawe na 
rodot (sporedi Dyer 1997, 30). Na sli~en na~in, Nira 
Juval­Dejvis veli deka ̀ enite igraat zna~ajna uloga 
vo nacionalisti~kite i rasisti~kite op{testva (sp. 
Yuval­Davis 1997, 27). Sposobnosta na ̀ enite da ra|aat 
mo`e od niv da napravi „nositeli na kolektivnoto” 
(Yuval­Davis 1997, 26), taka {to kontroliraweto na 
`enskata seksualnost stanuva presudno. Takvoto 
disciplinirawe i ureduvawe ima uloga i vo Varuh 
Meje, iako se razlikuva od direktnoto koristewe na 
nasilstvo preku pograni~niot re`im. Primer za 
toa e zapletot na filmot: trite protagonistki Aqa, 
@ana i Simona nikako ne mu se protivat na „^uvarot 
na granicata”. Naprotiv, nivnite idei i fantazii 
se tolku isprepleteni so fantazijata za nacijata, 
{to ne mo`at da mu se sprotivstavat na nasilstvoto 
na nejzinite temelni diskursi i obi~ai. Filmot ja 
ilustrira nasilnata konstrukcija na nacijata preku 
libidalnata vrska ~ie nasilie e duri i pogolemo 
bidej}i ne mo`e da se artikulira kako takva, tuku 
mo`e da se sogleda edinstveno srede nejzinoto 
zakanuva~ko i morni~avo tainstveno izmestuvawe. 
Ova gi zagatnuva slednive pra{awa: kolku precizno 
procesot na nastanokot na nacijata i vo nego 
impliciranata subjektivnost se kinematografski 
otslikani vo Varuh Meje–^uvar na Granicata? 
Ponatamu, koi teoriski koncepti se na raspolagawe 
za da se objasni zapletkuvaweto na subjektivnata 
fantazija, libidalnata kateksa, zamislenata 
zaednica i vistinskoto nasilstvo pri postanokot na 
nacijata i vnatre{nata tema/podatnosta da go izrazi 
ona {to vo naslovot go narekov haluciNACIJA? Na 
ovie pra{awa }e se osvrnam so ~itawe na Varuh Meje, 
Dyer (1997) has shown, the concept of “whiteness” is 
based on a politics of the body in which heterosexuality 
plays a crucial role, as the means of reproducing race and 
defining gender (cf. Dyer 1997, 30). In a similar vein, 
Nira Yuval-Davis states that women play a significant 
role in nationalist and racist societies (cf. Yuval-Davis 
1997, 27). Women’s ability to give birth may make them 
to be “bearers of the collective” (Yuval-Davis 1997, 26), 
so that controlling women’s sexuality becomes crucial. 
Such disciplining and regulating also plays a role in 
Varuh Meje, although it differs from the direct exercise of 
violence through the border regime. This is exemplified 
in the film’s plot: the three protagonists Alja, Žana and 
Simona do not oppose the “Guardian of the Frontier” in 
any way. On the contrary, their ideas and imaginations 
are so interwoven with the fantasy of the nation that 
they cannot oppose the violence of its foundational 
discourses and practices. The film illustrates the violent 
construction of the nation through a libidinal bond 
whose violence is even greater as it cannot be articulated 
as such, but only be perceived in its threatening, uncanny 
displacement. This leads to the following questions: how 
precisely is the process of the nation’s becoming and the 
subjectivity implied therein portrayed cinematically in 
Varuh Meje – Guardian Of The Frontier? Furthermore: 
which theoretical concepts are available to express 
the entanglement of subjective imagination, libidinal 
cathexis, imagined community and real violence in the 
becoming of a nation and its inherent subject/ion to 
express what I refer to in the title HalluciNATION? I will 
address these issues through a reading of Varuh Meje, 
so let us return to the two sequences described at the 
outset, as they touch on a number of topics that play a 
significant role in the film itself. 
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pa zatoa predlagam da se navratime na dvete sekvenci 
{to gi opi{av na po~etokot, bidej}i na~nuvaat niza 
temi {to igraat zna~ajna uloga vo samiot film. 
3. ... od koja  nekoi mo`e da se isklu~at ... 
Od po~etokot na Varuh Meje se vospostavuvaat dva 
jasni prostora koi me|usebno si soodvetstvuvaat: 
akusti~niot i vizuelniot. Dodeka vovednata sek­
venca otslikuva edna navidum negibnata priroda, go 
slu{ame zvukot na muzika so parcijalni tonovi {to 
potsetuva na srednovekoven evropski misticizam 
izrazen, na primer, niz gregorijanskiot napev. 
No, svetata ubavina {to ja prizivaat i prirodata 
i muzikata ja naru{uva kamerata koja{to se dvi`i 
panoramski bez da se zagleda vo perspektivata 
na niedno lice; namesto toa, kamerata se dvi`i 
nezavisno, si ja istra`uva okolinata vo edna kom­
binacija od qubopitnost i voajerizam. Perspek­
tivata na subjektivna kamera stanuva pojasna 
koga neo~ekuvano zumira edna obuvka vo vodata, 
kr{ej}i go ritamot {to se vospostavuval do toj 
mig. Ovoj kadar go vostoli~uva okoto na kamerata 
kako nezavisna perspektiva sama po sebe. Ni 
oddaleku ne pretstavuvaj}i seznaen i dale~en 
pogled, taa iritira u{te pove}e za{to ni{to ne 
& protivre~i na voznemiruva~kata subjektivna 
perspektiva na kamerata nudej}i dopolnitelni 
fokalni to~ki, kako {to pravi kamera vrzana za 
nekoj od protagonistite. Bezvremenosta na slikata, 
{to mo`ela da se dolovi vo koj bilo mig, nejzinata 
nevrzanost za perspektivata na protagonistot, 
nenadejnata pojava na imiwa nevrzani za nieden 
utvrden lik, senkata {to se javuva na povr{inata na 
vodata, nedofatlivata boja na tonovite na `i~enite 
instrumenti, nadoa|aweto vo ~etvrtinski intervali 
{to izgleda kako da bara muzi~ka razre{nica: site 
. ...from which some may be excluded... 
From the beginning of Varuh Meje, two distinct spaces 
are established, corresponding with one another: the 
acoustic and visual spaces. While the opening sequence 
portrays a seemingly unspoilt landscape, we hear the 
sound of overtone music evoking European medieval 
mysticism as expressed, for example, by the Gregorian 
chant. Yet the holy beauty evoked by both landscape 
and music is disturbed by the camera panning without 
fixing its gaze on the perspective of a specific individual; 
instead, the camera moves independently, exploring 
its surroundings in a combination of curiosity and 
voyeurism. The point-of-view of a subjective camera 
becomes clearer when it zooms in unexpectedly on a 
shoe in the water, breaking the tempo established up 
until that juncture. This shot establishes the camera’s 
eye as an independent perspective in its own right. Far 
from displaying an all-knowing and distant gaze, it 
irritates further as nothing contrasts with the unsettling, 
subjective camera perspective by providing additional 
focal points, such as the camera attaching itself to a 
protagonist would. The timelessness of the image, 
which could have been captured at any point in time, 
its non-attachment to the perspective of a protagonist, 
the sudden superimposition of names unrelated to any 
established character, the shadow that appears on the 
water’s surface, the unseizable tone colour of the entering 
string-instruments, the coming in quart intervals, 
seeming to demand musical resolution: all of these 
elements haunt the place and make the idyllic landscape 
seem ominous and uncanny by leaving up in the air 
whether the perceived happenings are real or imagined, a 
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tie elementi go opsednuvaat mestoto i idili~nata 
priroda ja pravat da izgleda zlokobno i morni~avo 
tainstvena, ostavaj}i go vo vozduhot nerazre{eno 
da lebdi pra{aweto dali sogledanite nastani 
se stvarni ili zamisleni, spomen od minatoto 
ili raska`ana sega{nost, prelaga ili stvarnost, 
bidej}i „~esto se ra|a morni~ava stvarnost koga }e 
se zamati granicata me|u fantazijata i stvarnosta” 
(Freud 1953, 223), spored definicijata na Sigmund 
Frojd (Sigmund Freud) za genezata na morni~avata 
stranost. 
Pokraj objasnuvawata na takvite konkretni stravovi 
{to se nudat vo Frojdoviot ogled Morni~avoto 
(1953), Homi K. Baba (Homi K. Bhabha 1994) dodade 
edna va`na dimenzija na definicijata taka {to 
poka`a deka morni~avoto ima „odek {to mo`e da se 
slu{ne jasno, iako i isprekinato, vo fikciite {to 
gi prebroduvaat silite na kulturnite razliki vo 
cela niza transistoriski podra~ja” (Bhabha 1994, 
13). Za Baba, morni~avoto e osobeno vidlivo vo 
aspektite na sovremenoto, bur`oasko op{testvo koi 
se zaboraveni i negirani. Taka, toj dodava op{testven 
aspekt na Frojdovata poznata definicija, pri {to 
morni~avoto e „s$ {to moralo da ostane (...) tajno 
i skrieno, no sepak izleglo na videlina” (Freud 
1953, 224). Baba gi preispituva odnosite na mo}ta 
i interesite {to go proizveduvaat i se stremat da 
go odr`at ona {to e privatno ili javno, ona {to se 
dr`i vo tajnost ili se obelodenuva, dodeka celta na 
mo}ta da gi odredi tie sodr`ini i podelbi nikoga{ 
ne se ostvaruva do kraj, taka {to ona kon {to se stremi 
mo}ta se pravi sebesi morni~avo zabele`livo. 
Pritoa, skladnosta me|u privatnoto i javnoto, 
podelba karakteristi~na za modernosta, spored 
Baba, se naru{uva, zaseneta i morni~avo zameneta 
remembrance of the past or a narrated present, delusion 
or reality, since an “uncanny effect often arises when the 
boundary between fantasy and reality is blurred” (Freud 
1953, 223), according to Sigmund Freud’s definition of 
the genesis of the uncanny feeling. 
In addition to the explanations of such specific fears 
offered in Freud’s essay The Uncanny (1953), Homi K. 
Bhabha (1994) has added an important dimension to the 
definition by showing that the uncanny has “a resonance 
that can be heard distinctly, if erratically, in fictions that 
negotiate the powers of cultural difference in a range of 
transhistorical sites” (Bhabha 1994, 13). The uncanny is, 
for Bhabha, especially apparent in aspects of modern, 
bourgeois society that have been forgotten or negated. 
He thus adds a societal aspect to Freud’s renowned 
definition, the uncanny being “everything that ought 
to have remained (…) secret and hidden but has come 
to light” (Freud 1953, 224). Bhabha questions power-
relations and interests that produce and try to maintain 
what is private or public, what is kept secret or exposed, 
while the aim of power to determine those contents and 
divisions is never fully attained, so that what power aims 
at makes itself uncannily perceptible. 
In the process, the symmetry of the private and the 
public, a characteristic division of modernity, becomes, 
according to Bhabha, disturbed, over-shadowed 
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so, na primer, feministi~kite prigovori od 
tipot „privatnoto e politi~ko” (Bhabha 1994, 15); 
ponatamu „Neprijatnoto gi podgreva banalnostite na 
rasiziranoto op{testvo i vo najsitnite ne{ta, kade 
mo`e da sednete, a kade ne; kade da ̀ iveete, a kade ne; 
{to mo`e da u~ite, a {to ne; kogo mo`e da qubite, 
a kogo ne”. (Bhabha 1994, 21). Preku komentarite na 
Baba, ~ovek mo`e ponatamu da ispituva koi mo}i 
na kulturnata razli~nost izleguvaat vo preden 
plan vo Varuh Meje, preispituvaj}i gi postojnite 
granici i zasenuvaj}i go poredokot vo bur`oaskoto 
op{testvo. 
Otkrivaweto na rasparenata obuvka, naglaseno so 
muzikata i dvi`eweto na kamerata, mo`e da go dade 
prviot patokaz za vakvoto preispituvawe. Duri i 
bez formalno naglasuvawe, obuvkata kako „predmet 
od civilizacijata” izgleda tu|o vo „negibnatata 
priroda”. Kako pars pro toto, taa pretstavuva i lice 
koe{to ne e vo kadarot i koe mora nekoga{ prethodno 
da go istra`uvalo toj teren. Dokolku ova upatuvawe na 
is~eznato lice samo po sebe e morni~avo, kontekstot 
{to e pred gleda~ot otslikuva i drug, pomalku 
o~igleden prestap. Kako {to tvrde{e En Meklintok 
vo Imperial Leather (1995), „pornotropskata” tradi­
cija na evrocentri~niot imperijalizam ja „femi­
nizira” zemjata, za potoa da mo`e da se siluva i osvoi 
vo ma{ki potfat (McClintock 1995, 22/23). Vovednata 
sekvenca go povtoruva ovoj temelen narativ za 
evropskata sovremenost kako da e varijacija na 
temata: isto taka, po~nuva i so „otkrivawe” na 
edna „devstvena priroda”, no potoa poka`uva eden 
neuspe{en obid taa i da se osvoi. Liceto {to 
stapnalo na zemjata otsustvuva i ne uspealo da ostavi 
traga od svoeto nekoga{no prisustvo; upatuvawata 
na nego ili na nea se retki i ra{trkani, kako da gi 
odnela dote~enata „diva” reka.
and uncanningly doubled by, for example, feminist 
contestations like the “private is political” (Bhabha 1994, 
15); furthermore, “the unhomely stirs” the banalities of 
a racialized society, in the smallest of matters, “where 
you can sit, or not; how you can live, or not; what you 
can learn, or not; who you can love, or not” (Bhabha 
1994, 21). Through Bhabha’s comments, one can then 
question which powers of cultural difference come to 
the fore in Varuh Meje, challenging existing limits and 
overshadowing the order of bourgeois society. 
The discovery of a single shoe, accentuated through 
music and camera movement, may provide the first clue 
to this questioning. Even without formal accentuation, 
the shoe as “an object from civilization” appears alien 
to the “untouched nature.” As a pars pro toto, it also 
represents a person missing from the frame and who 
must have explored that terrain at an earlier point in 
time. If this reference to a missing person is in itself 
uncanny, the context available to the viewer also depicts 
another, less obvious transgression. As Anne McClintock 
has argued in Imperial Leather (1995), the “porno-
tropic” tradition of eurocentric imperialism “feminizes” 
the land, so that it can subsequently be ravished and 
conquered in a masculine enterprise (McClintock 1995, 
22/23). The opening sequence repeats this foundational 
narrative of European modernity, as if it was a variation 
on the theme: it also commences with the “discovery” 
of a “virgin landscape,” but then goes on to show an 
unsuccessful attempt at conquering it. The individual 
who set foot on the land is absent and has not been able 
to leave a mark of his or her former presence; references 
to him or her are scarce and scattered, as if carried away 
by the flow of the “wild” river. 
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So aluzii na imperijalnoto osvojuvawe na „devstvena 
zemja” – a Meklintok napati uka`uva deka kolo­
nizacijata ja pridru`uval mitot za nekakva 
„nenaselena, ne~epnata zemja”, dodeka izvornite 
`iteli se simboli~no staveni vo anahron prostor 
(McClintock, passim) – se prodol`uva i vo narednata 
sekvenca. Vnesuvaweto vestern filmska muzika 
direktno upatuva na „prvobiten prizor” (urszene) 
na kolonijalna fantazija, za{to „osvojuvaweto na 
Zapadot” vo Severna Amerika, ~esto prika`uvan vo 
vestern filmovite, go sledi tokmu takva muzika. 
Rastegnuvaweto na „granicite na civilizacijata” 
ponatamu vo „divinata”, kako {to Roza B. [najder 
(Rosa B. Schneider 2003, 138) go parafrazira narati­
vot za granicata vo SAD, dopolnitelno se naglasuva 
preku drugi dva simbola, vozot i fotografskiot 
aparat. Istorijata na fotografijata i istorijata na 
kolonijalnata nauka delat nekoi su{tinski postapki 
{to podrazbiraat sobirawe, rasprostranuvawe i 
disciplina (sporedi McClintock, 1995, 123). Vo 19 
vek, fotografijata se koristela za da se prika`uva 
i meri „rasnata”, „histeri~nata” i „kriminalnata” 
izopa~enost (sporedi McClintock 1995, 124), isto 
kako {to `eleznicata im pripa|a na temelnite 
mitovi na SAD.
 
Iako mo`ebi vozot ne e zna~aen simbol za povrza­
nosta, negovite „misti~ni” svojstva – koi vo filmot 
se zasiluvaat so morni~avi vizuelni i akusti~ni 
elementi – ja oblikuvaat kulturnata nesvesnost, 
osobeno bidej}i tuka se iznesuva edna va`na 
kulturna razlika – razlikata me|u ma`estvenosta i 
`enstvenosta. Kako {to poka`a Tereza de Laurentis 
vo Alisa ne (de Lauretis, 1984), osnovnata kulturno 
narativna struktura sodr`i temelna podelba na 
rodovite, podelba {to nudi samo dve pozicii: 
„ma{ko­junak­~ovek, na stranata na subjektot; i 
Allusions to the imperial conquest of “virgin land” – 
McClintock repeatedly points out that colonization was 
accompanied by the myth of an “uninhabited, unspoilt 
land,” while the original inhabitants are symbolically 
placed into an anachronistic space (McClintock, passim) 
– is pushed further in the next sequence. The entrance 
of a Western film tune makes direct reference to an 
“urszene” of colonial fantasy, the “conquest of the West” 
in North America, presented time and again in the 
Western film-genre accompanied by this kind of music. 
The deferment of the “limits of civilization” into the 
“wild,” as Rosa B. Schneider (2003, 138) paraphrases the 
US-American frontier narrative, is further emphasized 
through two additional symbols, the train and the 
camera. The history of photography and that of colonial 
science share intrinsic procedures entailing collection, 
dissemination and discipline (cf. McClintock 1995, 123). 
Photography was used in the 19th century to portray and 
measure “racial,” “hysterics,” and “criminal” deviance 
(cf. McClintock 1995, 124), just as the railway belongs to 
the founding myths of the United States. 
Though the train may no longer be a significant symbol 
of connection, its “mystical” qualities – enhanced in the 
film by uncanny visual and acoustic elements – shape the 
cultural unconsciousness, especially since an important 
cultural difference - the one between masculinity and 
femininity - is expressed here. As Teresa de Lauretis 
has shown in Alice Doesn’t (1984), the basic cultural 
narrative structure contains a fundamental division of 
genders, one that only offers two positions: “male-hero-
human, on the side of the subject; and female-obstacle-
boundary-space, on the other“ (de Lauretis 1984, 121). 
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`ensko­pre~ka­granica­prostor, na drugata strana” 
(de Lauretis, 1984, 121). Za nea, definicijata na 
Jurij Lotman (Jurij Lotman): „likovite mo`e da se 
podelat na podvi`ni, koi u`ivaat sloboda vo odnos 
na potkata­prostorot, koi mo`at da si go menuvaat 
mestoto vo strukturata na umetni~kiot svet i otade 
granicata, (...), i na nepodvi`ni, koi, vpro~em, 
pretstavuvaat funkcija na toj prostor” (Lotman, 
1979, 167), uka`uva na rodovo obele`ana hierarhija 
vo koja ma{kite junaci gi dobivaat aktivnite ulogi, 
dodeka „`enata” ja dobiva simboli~nata narativna 
funkcija na lokacija, mesto, na pre~ka, ili stanuva 
grani~na figura, ne{to {to mora da se sovlada (de 
Lauretis 1984, 118/119).
Vo Varuh Meje, „osvojuvaweto na zemjata” i 
„rastegaweto na granicite na civilizacijata” mo`e 
da uka`at na slednovo: dokolku seriozno smetame 
deka Aqa, @ana i Simona zaslu`uvaat da „u`ivaat 
sloboda vo odnos na potkata­prostorot” (Lotman, 
op.cit.) za{to patuvaat, sakaat da ja istra`uvaat 
zemjata i stvarnosta da ja bele`at  na fotografii, 
obespokojuva~kite akusti~ni i vizuelni motivi mo`e 
da se odnesuvaat na opasnosta {to se nadvisnuva vrz 
nivnoto pravo, na faktot deka toa mora da se spre~i. 
Ponatamu, tokmu nivnoto vleguvawe vo ulogata na 
„otkriva~i” – estetski evocirana niz pottekstot 
na vesternot, ubedlivo doloven preku vestern 
muzikata, preku kadrite so opkru`uvaweto tipi~ni 
za toj `anr i doma}inskiot romantizam  ­ e ona {to 
e vnatre{no povrzano so pretstavite za „belosta”. 
Kako {to veli Ri~ard Dajer (Dyer 1997), vesternot 
kako `anr poka`uva „pretpriem~iv podvig” koj 
e nu`en za konstruirawe na transcedentalna 
bestelesna „belost”, kako i za sozdavawe na novo 
utopisko op{testvo kakvo {to se opi{uva vo Jasna 
sudbina (Manifest Destiny) (sp. Dyer 33). Vesternot 
For her, Jurij Lotman’s definition: “Characters can be 
divided into those who are mobile, who enjoy freedom 
with regard to plot-space, who can change their place in 
the structure of the artistic world and cross the frontier 
(...), and those who are immobile, who represent, in fact, 
a function of this space” (Lotman 1979, 167), implies a 
gender-specific hierarchy in which masculine heroes take 
the active roles while “woman” takes on the symbolic 
narrative function of a location, a place, a hindrance, or 
becomes a borderline figure, something that has to be 
overcome (de Lauretis 1984, 118/119). 
In Varuh Meje, the “conquest of the land” and the 
“deferred limits of civilization” could indicate the 
following: if we seriously consider that Alja, Žana and 
Simona lay claim to “enjoy freedom with regard to plot-
space” (Lotman, op. cit.) because they travel, want to 
explore the land and document reality in photographs, 
the uncanny acoustic and visual motives could refer 
to the threat interposing itself to their claim, to the 
fact that this ought to be prevented. Furthermore, it 
is precisely their taking on the role of “discoverers” 
– aesthetically evoked through the Western subtext, 
pervasively called up through western music, genre-
typical scenery-shots, and fireside romanticism – that is 
intrinsically linked to notions of “whiteness.” As Richard 
Dyer (1997) states, the Western as a genre displays an 
“exercise of enterprise” essential for the construction 
of a transcendental incorporeal “whiteness” as well as 
for the formation of a new utopian society as described 
in Manifest Destiny (cf. Dyer, 33). The Western as a 
frontier narrative is not only concerned with an endless 
expansion into “open space,” but also explores which 
codes, values, and customs should prevail. Thus, the 
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kako narativ za granicite ne se zanimava samo 
so beskrajnoto {irewe vo „otvoreniot prostor”, 
tuku istra`uva i koi kodovi, vrednosti i obi~ai 
treba da nadvladeat. Taka, vesternot nostalgi~no 
go veli~a imperijalnoto zazemawe na zemjata 
– {to, istoriski ka`ano, proizvelo so genocid na 
domorodnite Amerikanci – i go preobrazuva vo 
moralno­transcedenten potfat vo koj belite ma`i 
mo`at od sebe da napravat samoproglaseni junaci. 
Protagonistkite Aqa, @ana i Simona si zemaat 
bele~ka ma{ka uloga; „^uvarot na granicata” ne ja 
napa|a, vsu{nost, nivnata „belost” tuku ma{kata 
polo`ba {to e neizostaven del od taa uloga. Ona 
{to izbiva vo preden plan tuka ne e rasisti~koto 
isklu~uvawe na grani~nata politika; naprotiv, vo 
ovie slu~ai se poka`uvaat nejzinite inkluzivni 
praktiki na regulirawe i disciplinirawe na 
rodot i na seksualnosta. Zatoa, belosta e visoko 
diferencirana kategorija, kategorija koja ne samo 
{to dodeluva op{testveni ulogi spored bojata na 
ko`ata, tuku i pretstavi za rodot i seksualnosta 
(vidi Dyer, passim).
Vo kontekst na ovie pretpostavki, ~ovek mo`e 
da go sfati Varuh Meje kako film vo koj „`enata” 
(pro~itana kako kulturen konstrukt) i „`enite” 
(kako istoriski subjekt)3 se me|usebno povrzani, 
dodeka se ispituva nivniot odnos kon „izgradbata 
na nacijata” i „belosta”. Sepak, izgradbata na 
nacijata {to se obrabotuva vo filmot i vo koja se 
vklu~eni i „`enite” i „`enata” e, u{te od samiot 
po~etok, povrzana so nasilen ~in. Vo Varuh Meje 
nacijata ishoduva od zaguba, bidej}i prviot znak za 
~ove~ki `ivot se odnesuva na is~eznato lice. Sakam 
da uka`am deka filmot, od po~etokot, go zagatnuva 
pra{aweto dali toj znak konsolidira nekakva 
Western nostalgically glorifies an imperial seizure of 
the land – which, historically speaking, resulted in the 
genocide of the Native Americans – and transforms it 
into a morally-transcendent endeavour in which white 
men can turn themselves into self-proclaimed heroes. 
The protagonists Alja, Žana and Simona lay claim on a 
white masculine role; it is not their “whiteness” that is 
attacked by the “Guardian of the Frontier” but, indeed, 
the masculine position that is part and parcel of this role. 
What comes to the fore here is not the racist exclusion 
of a border policy; on the contrary, in these instances 
its inclusionary practices of regulating and disciplining 
gender and sexuality are shown. Whiteness is therefore a 
highly differentiated category, one that not only assigns 
social roles according to skin colour, but also notions of 
gender and sexuality (see Dyer, passim). 
In the light of these propositions one could understand 
Varuh Meje as a film in which “woman” (read as a cultural 
construct) and “women” (read as a historical subject)3 
are related to each other, while their relationship to 
“nation-building” and “whiteness” is examined. Yet, 
the nationbuilding dealt with in the film and in which 
both “women” and “woman” are involved is, from the 
beginning, connected with an act of violence. In Varuh 
Meje, the nation originates in a loss, as the first sign 
of human life refers to a missing person. I would like 
to suggest that the film, from the beginning, poses the 
question of whether this sign consolidates a desire: the 
wish to transform a character playing an active role into 
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`elba: `elba odreden lik {to igra aktivna uloga 
da se preobrazi vo topos, vo mesto, negovoto ili 
nejzinoto is~eznuvawe da se pretvori vo simbol 
na kazna za preminuvaweto na nekoja granica. Koi 
kulturni razliki se zamolknati, osudeni da ostanat 
nevidlivi ili osudeni na smrt zaradi izgradba na 
nacija?
4. ... preku ni{kata na nasilieto ...
Iako trite protagonistki @ana, Aqa i Simona vo 
tekot na filmot si zemaat uloga na ma{ki junak 
i trgnuvaat vo svetot, narativnata funkcija na 
„`enata” e postojano prisutna.
Vo tekot na celiot film Varuh Meje (opasnosta od) 
rodovo obele`ano nasilstvo se postavuva i narativno 
i estetski. Vo vovednata sekvenca, filmot sozdava 
~uvstvo na opasnost preku incidentna muzika i 
preku koristewe na subjektivna kamera­oko, taka {to, 
duri i pred plovidbata so kanuto, zakanata stanuva 
o~igledna, frlaj}i ja svojata senka vrz pustolovnoto 
begstvo na trite `eni. No, ne se nudi nikakvo 
objasnuvawe blagodarenie na koe bi se objasnila 
opasnosta, taka {to ovie tri estetski predvestija 
izgledaat kako prazni formuli {to zala`uvaat. 
Na primer, koga Simona i @ana, nabrgu otkako }e 
pristignat vo rodniot grad na Aqa, re{avaat da se 
iskapat vo Kolpa, doznavaat deka rekata e granica 
me|u Slovenija i Hrvatska. Ovaa vest ja pottiknuva 
@ana da prepliva duri do hrvatskata strana, so {to 
stanuva sredi{te na interesot na site. Istovremeno, 
zapo~nuva i muzi~kiot motiv na morni~avoto, 
odnapred vospostaven ve}e vo vovednata sekvenca. 
Kako da go tolkuvame ova diegetsko predvestie? Ako 
pomislime deka ovoj muzi~ki motiv najprvin go 
slu{navme koga se poka`a „napu{tenata” obuvka, 
a topos, a place, to turn his or her disappearance into 
a symbol of punishment for crossing a border. Which 
cultural differences are silenced, doomed to remain 
invisible or sentenced to death for the purpose of nation 
building? 
. ...through the thread of violence... 
Although the three protagonists Žana, Alja and Simona 
take on, in the course of the film, the role of the masculine 
hero and set out into the world, the narrative function of 
“woman” is ever-present. 
Throughout Varuh Meje, (the threat of) gender-specific 
violence is narratively and aesthetically staged. As in the 
opening sequence, the film provides a sense of danger 
with incidental music and the use of a subjective camera-
eye so that, even before the canoe trip, a threat becomes 
evident, casting its shadow on the three women’s 
escapade. Yet no explanation is offered to understand 
the peril, so these aesthetic hints seem to be empty, 
misleading formulas. For example: when Simona and 
Žana, shortly after arriving to Alja’s hometown, decide 
to take a swim in the Kolpa river, they learn that it 
forms the border between Slovenia and Croatia. Žana 
feels encouraged by this news to swim right over to the 
Croatian side, thereby becoming the focus of everyone’s 
attention. At the same time, the musical motif of the 
uncanny, which had been established in the opening 
sequence, sets in. How should we interpret this diegetic 
clue? If we consider that this musical motif was first 
heard when the “deserted” shoe was shown, we could 
read it as a signifier for an impending mortal threat. Yet 
why should a young person’s dare be a death-threat? The 
diegetic clue is not taken up in the plot, so Žana is shown 
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mo`eme da go ~itame kako ozna~itel za nadvisnatata 
smrtna opasnost. No, zo{to eden mlade{ki prkos 
bi bil smrtna opasnost? Diegetskoto predvestie go 
nema vo potkata, pa se poka`uva kako @ana se ka~uva 
po nasipot na rekata od hrvatskata strana i kako im 
mavta na ostanatite, a potoa se vra}a.
Sli~en efekt se sozdava i so subjektivnoto kadrira­
we ­ ovie kadri se sosema jasni sami po sebe, no imaat 
voznemiruva~ki efekt vrz gleda~ot i izgledaat 
kako da se slu~ajno ufrleni. Begliot pogled na 
subjektivnata kamera kon obuvkata, fotografskiot 
aparat, knigata, dvata mobilni telefona i dvata 
~ifta o~ila za sonce, subjektivniot kadar so 
aspirinot {to se rastvora snimen od pod dnoto 
na ~a{ata so voda: {to im dava zna~ewe na ovie 
predmeti? Edinstveno kombinacijata od muzika i 
subjektivno kadrirawe, od zvuk i slika, e ona {to ja 
plete mre`ata vo koja se fa}a prikazna za nasilstvo. 
Dodeka Aqa, Simona i @ana pojaduvaat po dolgata 
no} zabava, tatko & na Aqa po~nuva na glas da im 
~ita napis od vesnik: is~eznata studentka. Izlegla 
so dru{tvo i ve}e nikoj ne ja videl. Dodeka Aqa, 
Simona i @ana se obiduvaat da & najdat sre}en kraj na 
prikaznata – „Pa {to, sigurno oti{la vo Qubqana 
i sega `urka” – kamerata izleguva od enterierot 
i, so bavna panorama, ni poka`uva mirno grat~e 
{to se kape vo soncevina. Istovremeno, tatko & na 
Aqa prodol`uva na sli~en na~in: „Mo`ebi. No, 
policijata prona{la eden nejzin ~evel kraj rekata. 
Mo`ebi i ne vi e dobra idejava da plovite so kanu!”
No, zo{to plovidbata so kanu da ne e dobra ideja? 
Preku tatkovoto predupreduvawe, preku zlokobnata 
muzika i zvu~nite elementi, zapletot se zaostruva 
i raska`uva prikazna vo koja demne opasnost, ne 
samo za is~eznatata studentka, tuku, mo`ebi, i za 
trite protagonistki. Iako sé do krajot na filmot 
climbing the river’s embankment on the Croatian side, 
waving to the others, and then making her way back. 
A similar effect is achieved by point-of-view shots of 
a subjective camera; these takes are nothing but self-
explanatory, but have a disconcerting effect on the viewer 
and appear to be interjected by accident. The subjective 
camera’s glance upon a shoe, a camera, a book, two 
mobile phones and two pairs of sunglasses, the point-
of-view shot of a dissolving aspirin-pill, taken from the 
bottom of a glass of water: what gives those objects 
a significance? Only the combination of music and 
pointof-view shots, of sound and image, webs the net in 
which a story of violence is caught. As Alja, Simona and 
Žana are having breakfast after a long night out partying, 
Alja’s father begins to read a newspaper article out loud 
to them: a female student is reported missing. She went 
out with friends and was never seen again. While Alja, 
Simona and Žana try to find a happy ending to the story 
– “So she probably went to Ljubljana and is having a great 
time!“ – the camera leaves the interior space and shows, 
in a slow pan, a small, peaceful town lying in sunshine. 
Simultaneously, Alja’s father continues in the same vein: 
„Maybe. But the police found one of her shoes by the 
river. This canoe trip might not be such a good idea!” Yet 
why should the canoe trip not be a good idea? Through 
the father’s warning and the foreboding music and sound 
elements, the plot thickens, narrating a story where 
danger lurks, not only in relation to the missing student 
but also, possibly, to the three protagonists. Although 
one has to rely on suppositions up until the end of Varuh 
Meje, the question of whether “something” is threatening 
the life of its main protagonists is one of the driving 
8

gleda~ot mora da se potpira na pretpostavki, 
pra{aweto dali „ne{to” gi zagrozuva `ivotite na 
glavnite protagonistki e eden od dvigatelite na 
prikaznata vo tekot na celiot film: opasnosta od 
„ne{to” neodredeno, {to iako – ili zatoa {to ­ e 
potkopano, mo`e da se sfati kako rodovo obele`ano 
nasilstvo, osobeno zatoa {to gi demne tokmu 
trite protagonistki. Gledaj}i nanazad, praznite, 
la`livi formuli za opasnost sega mo`e da se 
sogledaat kako oblik na neprifa}awe na nivnoto 
odnesuvawe: `eni koi prkosno si gi rizikuvaat 
telata, javno u`ivaat i imaat planinarski ~evli, 
knigi, mobilni telefoni i fotografski aparati, 
od perspektiva na kamerata, ne se vospriemaat vo 
pozitivna svetlina. Istovremeno, nadvisnatata 
opasnost {to dotoga{ gleda~ot samo ja nasetuval, 
sega ve}e vleguva vo narativot. „Pornotropskoto” 
zjapawe {to prethodno go definirav se povrzuva 
so prikazna za nasilstvo, nasilstvo {to mo`e da se 
naso~i kon protagonistkite koi izgledaat kako da gi 
minuvaat granicite na dozvolenoto {to gi odreduva 
okoto na kamerata. Sepak, izri~nata opasnost od 
rodovo oboeno nasilstvo nastapuva edinstveno 
preku dobro utvrdeni maskulinisti~ki obrasci na 
dominacija vo zapadnite op{testva, koja ne samo 
{to se stremi da napravi od `enite predmeti na toa 
zjapawe, tuku i da gi izlo`i na mo`nosta nekakvo 
nasilstvo da se naso~i kon nivnite tela. Preku 
otprvin praznite zakani, filmot uspeva da go 
podgotvi terenot za odredena struktura na nasilstvo, 
{to mo`e samo hipoteti~ki da im se „pripi{e” na 
polot, na rodot ili na rasata. Ovoj konstrukt vo 
filmot se vospostavuva podednakvo kako i opasnosta 
od nasilie.
Me|utoa, otprvin, protagonistkite vo filmot se 
rastrgnati me|u trgnuvaweto, stravot i buntovnosta. 
Iako Aqa, Simona i @ana se dovolno bestra{ni za da 
forces of the storyline throughout the film: the threat of 
a diffuse “something” that, although – or because– it is 
undetermined, may be understood as gender-specific 
violence, especially since it looms particularly over the 
three female protagonists. In retrospect, the empty, 
misleading formulas of a threat can thus be perceived as 
a form of non-acceptance of their behaviour: women who 
risk their bodies daringly, enjoy themselves in public, and 
“own” hiking boots, books, mobile phones and cameras 
are not, from the camera’s perspective, perceived in a 
positive light. Simultaneously, the looming danger that 
was, until then, only apparent to the viewer, enters the 
narrative. The “porno-tropic” gaze I have defined earlier 
is linked to a story of violence; a violence that could 
also start to target the protagonists who seem to cross 
the limits of the permissible defined by the camera-eye. 
Yet the explicit threat of genderspecific violence only 
comes into play through well-established masculinistic 
patterns of domination in Western societies, which not 
only wants to make women objects of the gaze, but also to 
subject them to the possibility of violence being aimed at 
their bodies. Through what are, initially, empty threats, 
the film succeeds in setting the stage for a structure of 
violence, which can only be hypothetically “assigned” to 
a sex, gender or race. This construct is staged as much in 
the film as the threat of violence is. 
At first, however, the protagonists of the film are torn 
between setting off, being afraid, and being rebellious. 
Although Alja, Simona and Žana are fearless enough 
Doro Wiese HalluciNation




trgnat na svoeto pate{estvie i pokraj nadvisnatata 
opasnost, zakanite od nea isplivuvaat vo nivnite 
prikazni. Na primer, koga trgnuvaat kon Kolpa 
za da plovat so kanu, gi zapiraat na policiski 
kontrolen punkt. Dodeka drug voza~ izleguva od 
avtomobilot, se rakuva so policajcite i gi slu{a 
dodeka mu raska`uvaat {to pravat, @ana izmisluva 
prikazna za nego. „Ej, ene go ubiecot. A znaete {to 
napravil? Ja odnel v {uma, ja siluval, ja iseckal 
i ja upotrebil za ribarski mamec!” Iako nejzinata 
prikazna, vo ramkite na naracijata, se do`ivuva kako 
{ega, a potoa se koristi kako vic, taa vospostavuva 
i edna ni{ka vo prikaznata {to potoa izbiva vo 
zapletot. Vo isto vreme, postojano se izmenuvaat 
morni~ava muzika i vestern motivi, naveduvaj}i go 
gleda~ot da veruva deka tie dve ni{ki samo {to ne 
se spoile. Bezgri`no, protagonistkite trgnuvaat na 
svoeto pate{estvie i gi otfrlaat predupreduvawata 
od tatkoto i od mom~eto na Aqa, stavaj}i se vo ist 
ko{ so ~udovi{tata za koi gi predupreduvaat: 
„Pazete se od yverovi! Seriski ubijci! I od lovxii! 
I od `enski!” Pa sepak, nivnata konstrukcija na 
realnosta e krevka i lesno mo`e da se naru{i. Iako 
sakaat da se oddale~at od zastra{uva~kite prikazni 
duej}i gi do nestvarni razmeri, sepak s$ pove}e 
i pove}e se vnesuvaat vo niv. Na primer, @ana 
izmisluva u{te edna mala prikazna dodeka zaedno 
so Aqa veslaat so razgoleni gradi: „Zna~i, ona tamu 
e Hrvatska?”, pra{uva. „Da t’ibam! Zemja polna so 
ubijci i pervertiti! [umine vrijat od niv. Ebenine 
hrvatski voeni veterani ne mo`at da prestanat da 
ubivaat.” Dodeka tera so prikaznata i ubistvoto na 
is~eznatata studentka mu go pripi{uva na nekoj 
hrvatski veteran, slu{aat istrel. Upla{eni, 
`enite vedna{ si gi oblekuvaat gradnicite, a Aqa 
se obiduva da spre~i opasnosta da dojde vo nejzinata 
stvarnost: „Toa e samo nekoj lovxija”, si se ubeduva. 
to start their journey in spite of the looming danger, its 
threat surfaces in their accounts. For example, when 
they set off on their canoe trip down the Kolpa, they find 
themselves stopped at a police roadblock. While another 
driver-by gets out of his car, exchanges handshakes with 
the policemen and lets them tell him what they’re doing, 
Žana spins a tale about him. “Hey, there’s the killer. 
And you know what he did? He took her into the woods, 
raped her, cut her up and used her as fish bait!” Although 
her story is, within the narration, perceived as a joke and 
later used as a running gag, it also establishes a storyline 
that surfaces in the plot. At the same time, eerie music 
repeatedly alternates with the Western motif, leading 
the viewer to believe that these two strands are on the 
verge of intertwining. Carefree, the protagonists start on 
their journey and dismiss Alja’s father’s and boyfriend’s 
warnings by placing themselves on a par with the 
“monsters” they are being warned about: “Watch out 
for beasts! Serial killers! And hunters! And females!” 
Nevertheless, their construction of reality is delicate 
and easy to unsettle. Although they want to distance 
themselves from the threatening stories by inflating them 
to unrealistic dimensions, they find themselves more 
and more captured by them. Žana, for example, invents 
another little story as she and Alja paddle around with 
their tops off: “So that’s Croatia over there?” she asks. 
“Fuck! A country full of killers and perverts! The woods 
are full of them. Those fucked up Croatian war veterans 
who just can’t stop killing.” While she continues her 
tale and imputes the murder of the missing student to 
a war veteran, they hear a shot being fired. Intimidated, 
the women immediately put their tops back on, while 
Alja tries to prevent the threat from finding its way into 




No {to zna~i toa „samo lovxija”? Simona, naivna i 
lekoverna, a ottuka i nevklopena vo trojkata, brzo 
po~nuva da nasednuva. Malku po malku, si sklopuva 
del~iwa od prikaznite so sopstvenite percepcii i 
nabrzo sre}ava ~ovek koj za nea e „kral na {umata”: 
mitski lik {to go vnesuva Aqa vo edna od svoite 
prikazni kako nekoj {to pu{ta svetulki da gi 
ma|epsaat devicite i taka celosno da gi oma|osa. 
Koga, vo eden mig, vo eden re~en rakav ve}e ne gi 
gleda drugite dve i se zagubuva, na edna ~istinka 
zdogleduva elen vo nagon, no koga odnovo }e go 
pogledne izleguva deka e ribolovec. Ribolovecot i 
dava znak na Simona da zastane kaj {to e dodeka toj 
ja frli jadicata.
Toga{ prikaznata evoluira preku niza kadri i 
kontrakadri vo koi Simona go gleda ribolovecot 
kako si go stava ribarskiot stap me|u nozete, go 
povlekuva konecot so ma{inkata i ja vadi ribata 
od jadicata vo visina na svoeto me|uno`je. Poleka, 
so pretop, se pojavuva slika na svetulki, a potoa gi 
gledame Simona i ribolovecot kako si razmenuvaat 
pogledi. Toga{, so zvuk na glasen tapan, kamerata 
brzo se dvi`i kon ribolovecot koj ja udira ribata 
od zemja. Sleduva krupen kadar na Simona snimena 
niz butinite na ribolovecot. Se sme{ka, a potoa 
im odgovara na drugite dve `eni koi ja vikaat da se 
vrati.
[to se slu~uva vo scenava? Se vospostavuva mre`a 
od asocijacii i aluzii, a Simona se fatila vo 
nea. So magi~na, metonimiska smena elen i ma` se 
zamisluvaat kako „kralot na {umata” i se izedna­
~uvaat so ribolovec, ~ija falusna seksualizacija 
i nenadejna brutalnost kako da izviraat pravo 
od prikaznata na @ana za ubistvoto. Dodeka ova 
zgusnuvawe na zapletot e vidlivo za gleda~ot, Simona 
But what does that mean, it was “just a hunter”? Simona, 
naîve and credulous, and therefore out of place in the 
threesome, quickly starts to fall for the snare. Putting 
together bits of stories and her own perceptions, she 
soon encounters a man who is for her “The King of the 
Forest”: a mythical figure introduced in one of Alja’s tales 
as someone who lets fireflies bewitch virgins so that they 
are completely under his spell. When, at some point, she 
loses sight of the other two at a river branch and gets lost, 
she sees a rutting stag in a clearing which, at second sight, 
turns out to be an angler. The angler signals Simona to 
stay where she is while he casts his line. 
The story then evolves through a series of shot-reverse 
shots in which Simona watches the angler stick the 
fishing rod between his legs, reel in the fishing line, and 
remove the fish from the hook at crotch level. An image 
of fireflies fades in before we see Simona exchanging 
glances with the angler, followed by a cutaway to Alja and 
Žana calling for Simona. Again, the exchange of glances 
between Simona and the angler. Then, accompanied 
by a booming drumbeat, the camera pans rapidly to 
the fisherman, who is smashing the fish on the ground. 
This is followed by a closeup of Simona shot through 
the angler’s thighs. She smiles and then responds to the 
other women calling for her to return.
What is happening in this scene? A web of associations 
and allusions is stablished, and Simona is caught up 
in it. In a magical, metonymic shift, stag and man are 
envisioned as “King of the Forest” and equated with an 
angler, whose phallic sexualization and sudden brutality 
seem to spring directly from Žana’s murder story. While 
this thickening of the plot is apparent to the viewer, 
Simona doesnot seem to be aware of the threat posed, as 
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izgleda ne e svesna za opasnosta, na {to uka`uva 
nejzinata nasmevka. Koga drugite dve kone~no }e 
ja najdat, taa e sosema ponesena od bajkata na Aqa. 
„Mislevme deka te fatil nekoj lud Hrvat!”, @ana ja 
do~ekuva Simona, no vtorava i odgovara so opieno i 
otsutno lice: „Ne, Slovenec be{e”. Tuka, ozna~itelite 
kako {to se ribata i konecot, elenot i lovxijata se 
sobiraat i povrzuvaat so pretstavite za nacionalnata 
pripadnost, pretstavi {to ambivalentno se stavaat 
vo fokusot. Dodeka odgovorot na Simona ishoduva 
od nejzinata fantazija, likovite {to se imanentni 
vo tekstot ja smetaat za naivna, dodeka gleda~ite 
mo`e da smetaat deka se izlo`uva na opasnost. Ovaa 
podelba na tri razli~ni gledi{ta se zabrzuva vo 
narativot. Narednata ve~er doa|a do konflikt koga 
Simona go sledi pravecot na ribarskata trska {to 
ja nao|a polo`ena na zemja, i toa duri do {umata 
i koga ostanatite, tr~aj}i po nea, nao|aat ~evel. 
@ana ja obvinuva deka so svoeto naivno odnesuvawe 
privlekuva siluva~i, Aqa se obiduva da gi smiri, 
a Simona, pak, gi ukoruva obete velej}i im deka gi 
mrazele ma`ite. Za seto toa vreme, vo no}nata scena, 
gleda~ot sledi niza dezorientira~ki skok­rezovi, 
pri {to celosno go gubi ~uvstvoto za orientacija.
Vo narednite sekvenci, paralelnite potki za 
ona {to e fantastika, a {to e stvarnost, {to e 
pustolovno, a {to e (isklu~itelno) nasilno, sosema 
se zapletkuvaat so figuracija {to kaj Morison se 
narekuva „afrikanizam” – figuracija {to, kako {to 
ve}e objasniv, slu`i kako kontrast za opi{uvawe na 
„belosta”. „Zakanuva~koto” i „obesteleseno” zjapawe 
– {to napati se projavuva preku subjektivnata kamera 
– se zdobiva so nov potencijalen objekt, dodeka grupa 
lu|e, na lik Azijati, se obiduva da ja mine Kolpa. Ovaa 
narativna linija se voveduva koga Aqa, Simona i 
@ana re{avaat, po no}nata kavga, da pobaraat pomo{ 
her smile suggests. When the others finally find her, she 
is completely captivated by Alja’s fairy tale. “We thought 
a crazy Croatian got you!” Žana receives Simona, only 
to find her responding with a dreamy face: “No, he was 
a Slovenian.” Here, signifiers such as fish and line, deer 
and hunter are gathered and linked to notions of national 
affiliation, notions put into focus ambivalently. While 
Simona’s response is motivated by her fancy, the text-
immanent characters believe her to be naпve, whereas 
the viewers might consider her to be putting herself into 
danger. This division into three differing points-of-view 
is driven on in the narrative. The following evening, 
conflict arises when Simona follows the line of a fishing 
rod set on the ground all the way into the forest while the 
others, running after her, find a shoe. Žana accuses her 
of attracting rapists through her naпve behaviour, Alja 
tries to appease them, and Simona reproaches them both 
in turn with hating men. All the while the viewer is privy, 
in a night time scene, to a series of disorientating jump 
cuts, losing all sense of orientation. 
In the following sequences, the competing storylines of 
what is fantastic and what is real, what is adventurous 
and what is (sublimely) violent, get all tangled up with 
a figuration referred to by Morrison as “Africanism” 
– a figuration which, as I have explained earlier, serves 
as a contrast to limn out whiteness. The “threatening,” 
“disembodied” gaze – repeatedly expressed through the 
subjective camera – gains, as a group of Asian-looking 
people tries to cross the Kolpa River, another potential 
object. This narrative strand is introduced when Alja, 
Simona and Žana decide, after the nightly fright, to seek 
help in a Croatian village on the other side of the river. 
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vo edno hrvatsko selo otade rekata. So kratki kontra­
kadri, se poka`uvaat noze kako se probivaat niz 
voda do kolena dodeka doa|aat od sprotivni nasoki. 
Dodeka `enite go prenesuvaat kanuto preku rekata, 
seto vreme zboruvaj}i za nastanot od prethodnata 
no}, se slu{a povik za pomo{. Pa sepak, se ~ini deka 
ni Aqa, ni Simona, nitu @ana ne go zabele`uvaat 
– edinstveno koga Simona naedna{ zastanuva i gi 
pra{uva drugite dali gledaat deka mala grupa lu|e 
koi li~at na Azijati isto taka ja minuvaat rekata. 
„Begalci!” Zborot nezainteresirano se ottrgnuva od 
usnite na Aqa, a @ana vozbudeno zabele`uva deka 
edna od `enite dr`i ~evel nalik na onoj {to go 
na{le prethodnata no}. „Mo`ebi toa e odgovorot!” 
izvikuva, „mo`ebi nekoja begalka si go zagubila 
~evelot. Nikakvo ubistvo. Nikakvo siluvawe. Kraj na 
prikaznata.” Vo me|uvreme, filmot niz naporedni 
kadri n$ vodi kon lu|eto {to li~at na Azijati, koi, 
pak, dodeka ja minuvaat rekata, gi dr`at Aqa, Simona 
i @ana na oko. Kamerata poblisku go sledi pogledot 
na edna `ena i se zadr`uva na nego dodeka @ana ja 
zavr{uva svojata prikazna. Aqa, Simona i @ana go 
prodol`uvaat patot i ja gubat grupata od vid dodeka, 
koga }e pristignat do bregot, ne slu{nat jak istrel. 
Se krijat vo niva so p~enka i gledaat, so zumot na 
fotografskiot aparat, kako policijata ja brka i ja 
fa}a grupata Azijati i kako na kup~e gi turkaat vo 
policisko kombi otade rekata. Odedna{, grani~arot 
doa|a so voziloto do niv, izleguva od nego i im se 
zablagodaruva na policajcite stegaj}i im raka. [tom 
Aqa, Simona i @ana se sigurni deka policijata ne gi 
bara niv tuku begalcite, prodol`uvaat po patekata 
do seloto. Samo Simona so so~uvstvo se pra{uva {to 
li }e stane so „begalcite”. No, grupata ve}e nema da se 
vidi ponatamu vo prikaznata. [tom }e is~eznat vo 
policiskoto kombi, ve}e voop{to nema da se vidat.
In shotreverse shots, legs wading through knee-deep 
water are shown, coming from opposite directions. As 
the women are transporting their canoe across the river 
all the while discussing what happened overnight, a cry 
for help is heard. Yet neither Alja, Simone, nor Žana 
seem to notice it – only when Simona suddenly stops in 
her tracks and asks the others to look do they notice a 
small, Asianlooking group of people that is also crossing 
the river. “Refugees!” The word slips, disregardful, from 
Alja’s lips, and Žana excitedly remarks that one of the 
women is holding a shoe that resembles the one they 
found the previous night. “Maybe that’s the answer!” she 
exclaims, “Maybe a refugee lost her shoe. No murder. No 
rape. End of story.” In the meantime, the film crosscuts 
to the group of Asian-looking people who, while crossing 
the river, keep an eye, in turn, on Alja, Simona, and Žana. 
The camera especially tracks one woman’s gaze, her 
look still lingering when Žana concludes her story. Alja, 
Simona, and Žana then continue their journey and loose 
sight of the party until, upon reaching the riverbank, 
they hear a loud gunshot. They hide in a maize field and 
observe, via the camera zoom, how the group of Asians 
are chased, captured by the police and bundled off into 
a police van on the other side of the river. Suddenly, the 
border guard drives up, steps out of his car, and thanks 
the policemen with a handshake. Once Alja, Simona and 
Žana are certain that the police are not after them but 
after the refugees, they continue down the path to the 
village. Only Simona inquires empathetically what might 
happen to “the refugees.” But, as the story unfolds, their 
small party will never be seen again. Once they have 
disappeared into the police van, they will forever remain 
hidden from view. 
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[to zna~i ovaa sekvenca? Iako e kratka, smetam deka 
e zna~ajna za{to vnesuva kontrast vo naracijata. Kako 
{to uka`a Toni Morison, figurata na rasiziranata 
„drugost” vo kni`evnosta na SAD e refleksivna 
fabrikacija koja se koristi za da se istra`at 
stravovite i `elbite i da se naglasi slobodata na 
belcite (Morrison, 1992, passim). Ako ovoj pogled go 
primenime vrz Varuh Meje, debito na „rasiziranite 
drugi” vo potkata mo`e da dade primer i da naglasi 
kako toa Aqa, Simona i @ana se vpletkuvaat vo 
postanokot na nacijata. Nivnata reakcija kon 
apseweto na Azijatite poka`uva deka nitu edna 
od niv trite ne se pla{i da ne bide isklu~ena od 
nacijata. Ponatamu, potcenuva~kiot komentar na 
Aqa („Begalci!”), so~uvstvitelnata nesposobnost 
za dejstvo na Simona („[to li }e stane so niv?”) i 
senzacionalizmot na @ana („Gledajte & go ~evelot!”) 
jasno poka`uvaat deka tokmu nivnata sigurnost vo 
pripadnosta (nacionalnata) im ja sopira sposob­
nosta da vospostavat vrska so azijatskata grupa. Vo 
nekoj pogled, tokmu isklu~uvaweto na rasiziranite 
drugi od nacijata e ona {to im ovozmo`uva 
na `enite da se ~uvstvuvaat povrzani so nea. 
(„Dobro {to si go ponesov paso{ot”, veli @ana); 
zakanuva~koto scenario vodi smetka nacionalnite 
vrednosti i normi – duri i koga ne se prifateni 
– da se prepoznavaat kako referentna to~ka, 
ako ne za drugo, toga{ barem za da se osporuvaat. 
Taka, rasizmot e sostaven del na izgradbata na 
nacijata za{to – so vklu~uvawe i isklu~uvawe, 
so dodeluvawe op{testveni i kulturni odliki 
spored bojata na ko`ata – vospostavuva obrasci na 
odnesuvawa i stavovi {to isto taka gi reguliraat i 
discipliniraat rodot i seksualnosta.
Dodeka kamerata se zadr`uva na pogledot na Azijat­
kata duri i otkako @ana gi iznela svoite misli, taa 
What does this sequence mean? Although short, I believe 
it is significant because it introduces a contrast to the 
narration. As Toni Morrison has pointed out, the figure 
of the “racialized other” in USAmerican literature is a 
reflexive fabrication used to explore fears and desires, 
and to highlight the freedom of whites (Morrison 1992, 
passim). If we apply this insight to Varuh Meje, the debut 
of “racialized others” in the storyline could exemplify 
and highlight how Alja, Simona, and Žana are woven 
into the becoming of nation. Their reaction to the Asians’ 
arrest show that neither of the three fears exclusion from 
nationhood. Furthermore, Alja’s dismissive comment 
(“Refugees!”), Simona’s empathetic incapacity to act 
(“What will happen to them?”) and Žana’s sensationalism 
(“Look at her shoe!”) make it clear that it is precisely 
their certainty of (national) belonging that inhibits their 
ability to establish a relation with the Asian party. In 
some respects, it is exactly the exclusion of racialized 
others from the nation that allows the women to feel 
affiliated to it (“I am glad I brought my passport,” says 
Žana); the threatening scenario ensures that national 
values and norms – even when they are not accepted – are 
recognized as a point of reference, if only to be contested. 
Racism is thus constitutive for the building of a nation 
as it establishes – by inclusion and exclusion, by the 
assignment of social and cultural characteristics through 
skin colour – patterns of behaviours and attitudes that 
also regulate and discipline gender and sexuality. 
As the camera dwells on the Asian woman’s look even 
once Žana has already expressed her sentiments, it 
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u{te edna{ artikulira nezavisen pogled. Me|utoa, 
vo ovoj slu~aj, toj ne ispra}a zakana; naprotiv, gi 
izlo`uva gleda~ite na lik koj gleda pravo vo niv 
– silen gest, bidej}i gledaweto ja simbolizira 
sposobnosta na subjektot da sogleduva i pameti 
(sp. Silverman, 1996). Koga Azijatkata e svrtena kon 
kamerata, se zdobiva so status na subjekt – status {to 
ovozmo`uva razli~no i divergentno sogleduvawe, 
so {to mo`elo da se ovozmo`i i rasisti~koto 
odnesuvawe na Aqa, Simona i @ana da se gleda vo 
poinakvo svetlo. Bidej}i nitu odbranbeniot stav na 
Aqa, nitu qubopitstvoto na @ana, nitu so~uvstvoto 
na Simona ne vodat kon promena na nivnoto 
odnesuvawe; naprotiv, ovie stavovi poddr`uvaat 
status kvo vo koj grupata Azijati se do`ivuva kako 
pretstavnik na rasnoto drugo. Bidej}i filmot ni 
pretstavuva subjekt koj gleda pravo vo kamerata, 
toj im ovozmo`uva na gleda~ite razli~no da se 
smestat sebesi vo odnos na izlo`enata situacija, 
na toj na~in ovozmo`uvaj}i im da go prepoznaat 
i da se ogradat od rasizmot koj e impliciten vo 
odnesuvaweto i potezite na glavnite protagonistki, 
i da ja sogledaat nivnata svirepost i nesolidarnost. 
Ponatamu, kako {to se razviva prikaznata, zapletot 
poka`uva kolku nasilno se (trans)formiraat rodot 
i seksualnosta vo funkcija na ideologiite od tipot 
krv i zemja. Filmot kulminira koga trite `eni, 
po kratka pauza na hrvatskata strana od rekata, se 
vra}aat vo Slovenija i naiduvaat na „^uvarot na 
granicata” za koj se poka`uva deka e istiot onoj 
ribolovec i voza~ {to zapre na policiskiot punkt, 
komu Aqa mu pripi{a ubistvo. Se zakanuva deka }e 
povika policija, a na policajcite sigurno nema da 
im bide po }ef koga }e vidat deka nekakvi razgaleni 
gradski {mizli, nafurani na tetova`i i pirsinzi, 
ama bez fraeri, baraat podobar `ivot vo Slovenija. 
Potoa gi tiska vo svojot avtomobil, no uspevaat da 
articulates an independent gaze yet again. However, 
in this instance, it does not convey a threat; on the 
contrary, it exposes the viewers to a character that is 
looking straight at them – a powerful gesture, since 
looking symbolizes the subject’s ability to perceive and 
to remember (cf. Silverman 1996). When the Asian 
woman faces the camera, she acquires the status of the 
subject – a status that allows to perceive differently and 
divergently and thus might allow to see Alja’s, Simona’s, 
and Žana’s racist behaviour in a different light. Because 
neither Alja’s defensive stance, Žana’s curiosity nor 
Simona’s compassion lead to a change in their behaviour; 
on the contrary, these attitudes perpetuate a status quo 
in which the group of Asians is seen as representing the 
racial other. Since the film presents a subject looking 
straight at the camera, it allows the viewers to situate 
themselves differently with respect to the situation 
shown, thereby allowing them to recognize and distance 
themselves from the racism implicit in the behaviours 
and actions of the main protagonists, and to realize 
their cruelty and lack of solidarity. Furthermore, as the 
story unfolds, the plot shows how violently gender and 
sexuality are (trans)formed for the purposes of blood-
and-soil ideologies. The film climaxes when the three 
women, after a brief interlude on the Croatian side of the 
river, return to Slovenia and stumble upon the “Guardian 
of the Frontier” who turns out to be the same person as 
the angler and the roadblock car driver to whom Žana 
had imputed a murder. He threatens to call the police, 
who would certainly not be pleased to find spoiled city 
brats, complete with tattoos and piercings but without 
boyfriends, searching for a better life in Slovenia. Then, 
he bundles them up into his car but they manage to 
escape when he stops to shoot a deer. Meandering 
orientationless through the forest, they happen to come 
across a festival and, yet again, the “Guardian of the 
Frontier” appears on the scene, this time as a nationalist 
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izbegaat koga zapira da zastrela elen. Skitaj}i 
bez orientacija niz {umata, slu~ajno naiduvaat 
na festival i, odnovo, „^uvarot na granicata” 
vleguva vo scenata, ovoj pat kako nacionalisti~ki 
voda~ koj propoveda deka }e ja so~uval „~istotata” 
na Slovenija. I ovojpat, ja o`ivuva slikata na 
Slovenija preplavena od begalci i urbaniti koi gi 
ignoriraat kulturnite normi, tradicii i semejni 
vrednosti, i ~ij napreden na~in na `iveewe }e 
go uni{ti svetot. No Slovencite, veli na krajot, 
nikoga{ nema da gi zaboravat osnovnite na~ela na 
svojata nacija: semejstvoto e sveto, majkite treba 
da si sedat doma, a homoseksualnosta e pogre{na. 
„Slovenija na Slovencite!”, zaklu~uva, pred da 
zapo~ne narodnata muzika i na nasobranite im 
go poka`uva svoeto semejstvo, dodeka Aqa, @ana i 
Simona fa}aat {tikla.
Tuka, prototipot na nacijata koj se o`ivuva se 
izedna~uva so semejstvoto: metaforite za krv i zemja 
(„Slovenija na Slovencite!”) ja „naturaliziraat” 
nacionalnata dr`ava, ~ie izvori{te se zamisluva 
vo potekloto, lozata i nasledstvoto, taka {to tokmu 
semejstvoto e nejziniot temel. Istovremeno, onie 
{to gi prekr{uvaat ovie poimawa se otu|uvaat i 
proteruvaat od „zamislenata zaednica”: `enite koi 
ne se pokoruvaat na semejniot ideal, migrantite 
koi{to tragaat po podobar ̀ ivot i homoseksualcite 
koi vr{at „protivpriroden prestap”. Od trite 
likovi, Simona e onaa koja{to najlesno stanuva 
plen na vakvite objasnuva~ki prikazni, bidej}i 
ne samo {to trajno go opravduva „^uvarot na 
granicata” – „gledajte, pa toj ima semejstvo!”; „samo 
sakal da pomogne!” – tuku i seksualno se povrzuva 
so nego. Vo naporedna sekvenca, se razvivaat potki 
{to si konkuriraat edna na druga: od edna strana, se 
poka`uva Simona kako, vo sled {to nalikuva na son, 
go napu{ta {atorot za da si gi za{titi prijatel­
politician preaching to keep Slovenia “pure.” Again, he 
evokes the image of Slovenia being swamped by refugees 
and urbanites who disregard cultural norms, traditions 
and family values, and whose advanced way of life will 
destroy the world. But Slovenians, he closes, will never 
forget the core principles of their nation: the family is 
holy, mothers should stay home, and homosexuality 
is wrong. “Slovenia to the Slovenians!” he concludes, 
before folk music sets in and he introduces his family 
to the assemblage, while Alja, Žana and Simona take to 
their heels. 
Here, the prototype of the nation that is evoked equates 
with the family: the metaphors of blood and soil 
(“Slovenia to the Slovenians!”) “naturalize” the nation 
state, imagined to originate in filiation, lineage, and 
inheritance, so that the family is its very foundation. At 
the same time, those who transgress these notions are 
disowned and expelled from the “imagined community:” 
women who do not yield to the family ideal, migrants in 
search of a better life, and homosexuals who commit “an 
offence against nature.” Of the three characters, Simona 
is the one who easily falls prey to this explanatory account, 
as she not only excuses the “Guardian of the Frontier” 
permanently – “Look, he has a family!”; “He only wanted 
to help!” – but also engages with him sexually. In a cross-
cutting sequence, competing storylines evolve: on the 
one hand, Simona is shown, in a dream-like sequence, 
leaving her tent in order to protect her friends from 
intended rape by “the Guardian of the Frontier” and two 
of his supporters; on the other hand, Alja and Žana are 
seen having sex together. 
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kite od siluvaweto {to go naumile „^uvarot na 
granicata” i dvajca od negovite poddr`uva~i; od 
druga strana, se gleda kako Aqa i @ana imaat seks 
zaedno.
Dodeka dveve do`ivuvaat ekstati~en voshit, seksu­
alnite strasti na Simona se pretvoraat vo ko{mar: 
oble~ena vo narodna nosija, vo pridru`ba na 
arhetipski sliki na ogan, voda i tanc, otprvin 
u`iva vo dodvoruvawata od „^uvarot na granicata”, 
dodeka ne po~ne da masturbira so riba. Koga kone~no 
ejakulira, ne samo {to zad sebe ostava mrtva riba, 
tuku zad nego e i prepla{enata i zgrozena Simona.
5. ... so {to se sozdava sou~esni{tvo
Na po~etokot od ovoj ogled uka`av deka Varuh Meje 
–^uvarot na Granicata go analizira zapletkuva­
weto na rasata, seksualnosta i rodot vo konceptot na 
nacijata, so {to otkriva deka subjektivnosta e tolku 
vnatre{no isprepletena so nejziniot postanok, {to 
nejzinoto temelno nasilstvo ne mo`e da se sogleda. 
Niz istovremeno neisklu~uvawe i isklu~uvawe, 
„rasiziranoto drugo” se proteruva od granicite 
na nacijata, dodeka rodot i seksualnosta na belite 
protagonistki se reguliraat i discipliniraat. 
Bidej}i analizata na filmot sega ja zaokru`ivme, 
sakam da se navratam na ovaa diskusija. Poka`av 
kako Varuh Meje prireduva ̀ elba da im se odre~at na 
`enite – pod zakana so nasilstvo – odredeni prostori 
i vidovi povedenie, osobeno onie odnesuvawa {to 
tipi~no se povrzuvaat so „belata ma`estvenost”. 
Filmot ja povrzuva ovaa (zakana so) nasilnost so 
nacionalisti~kiot diskurs i so toa poka`uva kako 
taa stanuva delotvorna samo ako se vkoreni i vo 
pretstavite kako {to e „nacijata” i vo subjektivnite 
na~ini na postoewe i odnesuvawe. Bidej}i „^uvarot 
While those two reach ecstatic rapture, Simona’s sexual 
passions turn into nightmare: dressed in a traditional 
costume, accompanied by archetypical images of fire, 
water, and dancing, she initially enjoys the advances of the 
“Guardian of the Frontier,” until he begins to masturbate 
with a fish. When he finally ejaculates, he does not only 
leave a dead fish behind, but also a completely frightened 
and disgusted Simona. 
. ... creating complicity 
At the beginning of this paper, I suggested that 
Varuh Meje – Guardian Of The Frontier analyzes 
the entanglement of race, sexuality, and gender in the 
concept of the nation, thereby disclosing that subjectivity 
is so intrinsically interwoven with its becoming that its 
foundational violence cannot be perceived. Through 
simultaneous in- and exclusion, the “racialized other” is 
expelled from the boundaries of the nation, while gender 
and sexuality of the white protagonists are regulated 
and disciplined. As the film analysis has now been 
completed, I would like to resume this discussion. I have 
shown how Varuh Meje stages a desire to deny women 
– through threat of violence – certain spaces and types of 
conduct, especially those behaviours typically associated 
with “white masculinity.” The film relates this (threat of) 
violence to a nationalist discourse, and thus shows how 
it only becomes effective through its embedment both in 
representations like “the nation” and in subjective ways of 
being and behaving. Since the “Guardian of the Frontier” 
embodies both notions literally as well as symbolically, 
the film illustrates this twofold violence. Women in 
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na granicata” istovremeno gi otelotvoruva obete 
pretstavi i bukvalno i simboli~no, filmot go 
ilustrira toa dvojno nasilie. @enite vo Varuh 
Meje ne se samo predmet na nasilstvo, tuku se i 
zna~itelno vklu~eni vo negovoto prodol`uvawe. 
Likot na Simona e primer kako `enite gi krepat 
dominantnite poimawa na rodot i rasata, duri 
i koga tie poimawa jasno pomagaat da se odr`at 
diskriminacijata i ugnetuvaweto. Aludiraj}i tuka 
na Delez (Deleuze) i na Gatari (Guattari), mo`e da se 
tvrdi deka nejzinata ̀ elba sozdava zbir dominantni 
oblici na produkcija i reprodukcija, bez pritoa 
sekoga{ da uka`e deka strada od ideolo{ko slepilo: 
„Ne stanuva zbor za ideolo{ki problem, za problem 
na neprepoznavawe iluzija ili izlo`enost na 
iluzija. Stanuva zbor za problem na ̀ elbi, a ̀ elbata 
e del od infrastrukturata” (Deleuze/Guattari 1983, 
104). Ova e, bezdrugo, drasti~en zaklu~ok, bidej}i 
Varuh Meje isto taka prika`uva nasilie. Me|utoa, 
zarem ne e proniklivo da se pra{a vo kolkava 
merka `enite gi krepat nasilnite op{testveni 
uslovi, na toj na~in {tetej}i si i sebesi i na 
drugite? Filmot zavr{uva taka {to po nastanite od 
prethodnata no} Simona se vra}a doma, zovriena od 
bes, i gi obvinuva Aqa i @ana deka ja ostavile koga 
„^uvarot na granicata” ja siluval. Dali ovaa verzija 
e vistinita? Ili treba da veruvame deka @ana, koja 
ja obvinuva Simona, fantazirala za celata epizoda 
za da se spravi so me|usebnata qubov na @ana i Aqa? 
Edinstveno izvesno e deka trite `eni ne uspevaat da 
dejstvuvaat solidarno i da se potkrepuvaat me|usebe, 
i pokraj svoite razliki, iako nivnata sposobnost 
da dejstvuvaat mo`ela da evoluira. Ponatamu, 
nivnata nesolidarnost so drugi lica, koja gi 
nadminuva „granicite na dozvolivoto”, ne samo 
{to poddr`uva nacionalisti~ki diskurs zasnovan 
vrz temelno isklu~uvawe na rasiziranite drugi, 
Varuh Meje are not only objects of violence, but are also 
significantly involved in its perpetuation. The character 
of Simona exemplifies how women sustain dominant 
notions of gender and race, even when those notions 
clearly help to sustain discrimination and oppression. 
Alluding here to Deleuze and Guattari, one could argue 
that her desire forms an assemblage with dominant forms 
of production and reproduction, without necessarily 
indicating that she suffers from ideological blindness: 
“It is not an ideological problem, a problem of failing 
to recognize, or of being subject to, an illusion. It is a 
problem of desires, and desire is part of the infrastructure” 
(Deleuze/Guattari 1983, 104). This certainly is a severe 
conclusion, since Varuh Meje also portrays violence. 
However, is it not insightful to ask to what extent women 
are supporting social conditions that are violent, thereby 
doing themselves and others damage? The film closes 
with Simona returning home after the night’s events, 
inflamed with rage, accusing Alja and Žana of forsaking 
her when the “Guardian of the Frontier” raped her. 
Is this version true? Or should we believe Žana who 
accuses Simona of having fantasized the entire episode 
to cope with her and Alja’s and love for each other? The 
only certainty is that the three women do not manage to 
act in solidarity or to support each other despite their 
differences, although their capacity to act could have 
evolved. Additionally, their lack of solidarity with other 
individuals, transcending the “limits of the permissible,” 
not only sustains a nationalist discourse based on the 
fundamental exclusion of racialized others, but also turns 
them into unchallenging and silent accomplices. In this 
way, they become incapable of altering or configuring the 
nation’s discursive construction. Thus, accepting racial 
exclusion has an immediate impact on their possibilities 
within the boundaries of nation. 
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tuku od niv pravi i krotki i nemi sou~esnici. Na 
toj na~in, tie stanuvaat nesposobni da ja izmenat 
ili konfiguriraat diskurzivnata konstrukcija na 
nacijata. Taka, prifa}aweto na rasnoto isklu~uvawe 
ima neposredno vlijanie vrz nivnite mo`nosti vo 
ramkite na nacijata.
Ako se navratime na pra{aweto {to na po~etokot 
go postaviv vo vrska so raspolo`livite teoriski 
koncepti za analiza na Varuh Meje, bi uka`ala deka 
negovoto vnesuvawe na neprifatliva perspektiva 
na kamerata gi naveduva gleda~ite da se deidenti­
fikuvaat sebesi, za da mo`at da ja pro~itaat samata 
gra|a na mo}ta: deidentifikacija {to ne e oblik na 
sloboda od ne{to, tuku sloboda da se stori ne{to: 
da se prepoznaat mehanizmite na subjektifikacija, 
za koi „rasata”, rodot i seksualnosta se va`ni kate­
gorii, i da se uvidat novi mo`nosti za razmislu­
vawe. Za da se stori toa, mo`ebi }e bide presudno 
da se svrti odnosot me|u znakot (interpretantot) 
i tolkuva~ot, i ~ovek da dopu{ti da se inficira 
preku slikite. Kako {to tvrde{e Zigfrid Krakau­
er (Siegfried Kracauer): „fotografskite mediumi ni 
pomagaat da ja nadmineme svojata apstraktnost taka 
{to nè zapoznavaat so, tukure~i za prvpat, so ‘zem­
java koja na koja `iveeme’ (Gabriel Marsel (Gabriel 
Marcel)); ni pomagaat da mislime niz ne{tata, a ne 
nad niv”. (Kracauer 1969, 192).
Ja koristam ovaa mo`nost da im se zablagodaram na 
Feliks Akster, Ulf Hajdel i Isa Mersie za nivniot 
pottik i pomo{ta.
Prevod od angliski jazik: Ognen ^emerski
Returning to the question I posed at the beginning 
concerning the theoretical concepts available for the 
analysis of Varuh Meje, I would like to suggest that 
its staging of an unpleasant and unacceptable camera 
perspective entices the viewers to de-identify themselves, 
so that they can read the very fabric of power: a de-
identification that is not a freedom from, but a freedom 
to: to recognize mechanisms of subjectification, for which 
“race,” gender, sexuality, and nationality are important 
categories, and to discern new possibilities of thinking. 
To do so, it might be crucial to reverse the relation 
between interpretant and interpreter, and to let oneself 
be infected through images. As Siegfried Kracauer has 
argued: “The photographic media help us to overcome 
our abstractness by familiarizing us, for the first time 
as it were, with ‘this earth which is our habitat’ (Gabriel 
Marcel); they help us to think through things and not 
above them” (Kracauer 1969, 192). 
I would like to thank Felix Axter, Ulf Heidel, and Isa 
Mercier for their encouragement and help.
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Varuh Meje –^uvar na Granicata: Slovenija/Germanija 
2002; re`iser: Maja Vajs, scenario: Brok Norman Brok, 
Zoran Hocevar, Maja Vajs; ulogi: Iva Krawc, (Simona), 
Pia Zemliji} (@ana), Tawa Poto~nik (Aqa), Jonas 
Znidar{i} (^uvarot na granicata); kamera: Bojan 
Kasteli}; monta`a: Peter Braac; muzika: Stjuart Danlop; 
producent: Bela film vo koprodukcija so Taris film vo 
sorabotka so ZDF/ARTE i TV Slovenija.
Bele{ki:
1. Варух Меје – Чувар на Границата: Словенија/
Германија 2002; режисер: Маја Вајс, сценарио: Брок 
Норман Брок, Зоран Хоцевар, Маја Вајс; улоги: 
Ива Крањц, (Симона), Пиа Землијиќ (Жана), Тања 
Поточник (Аља), Јонас Знидаршиќ (Чуварот на 
границата); камера: Бојан Кастелиќ; монтажа: Петер 
Браац; музика: Стјуарт Данлоп; продуцент: Бела филм 
во копродукција со Тарис филм во соработка со ЗДФ/
АРТЕ и ТВ Словенија. Во натамошниот текст, ВАРУХ 
МЕЈЕ.
2. Гелнер  (Gellner), на пример, го дефинира нацио-
нализмот како „теорија на политичка исправност 
што налага етничките граници да не ги пресекуваат 
политичките и, особено, етничките граници во 
рамките на дадена држава [...] да не ги одвојуваат 
носителите на моќта од останатите. [...] па затоа 
државата и културата сега мора да се поврзат“ (Gellner 
1983, 36, цит. кај Yuval-Davis 1997, 11).
3. Диференцијацијата меѓу „жената“ и „жените“ во 
феминистичките теории ја воведе Тереза де Лауретис 
(сп. Lauretis, 1984, 5-6).
Filmography: 
Varuh Meje – Guardian Of The Frontier, Slowenia/Germany 
2002; director: Maja Weiss; scriptwriter: Brock Norman Brock, 
Zoran Hocevar, Maja Weiss; starring: Iva Krajnc (Simona), Pia 
Zemlijic (Žana), Tanja Potocnik (Alja), Jonas Znidarsic (The 
Guardian of the Frontier); camera: Bojan Kastelic; editing: 
Peter Braatz; music: Stewart Dunlop; producer: Bela Film in 
co-production with Taris Film in cooperation with ZDF/ARTE 
and TV Slovenia. 
Notes:
1. Varuh Meje – Guardian of the Frontier, Slowenia/Germany 
2002; director: MajaWeiss; scriptwriter: Brock Norman 
Brock, Zoran Hocevar, MajaWeiss; starring: Iva Krajnc 
(Simona), Pia Zemlijic (Žana), Tanja Potocnik (Alja), 
Jonas Znidarsic (The Guardian of the Frontier); camera: 
Bojan Kastelic; editing: Peter Braatz; music: Stewart 
Dunlop; producer: Bela Film in coproduction with Taris 
Film in cooperation with ZDF/ARTE and TV Slovenia. In 
the following, quoted as: VARUH MEJE.
2. Gellner, for example, defines nationalism as the “theory of 
political legitimacy which requires that ethnic boundaries 
should not cut across political ones, and in particular, 
that ethnic boundaries within a given state […] should not 
separate the power holders from the rest. [...] and therefore 
state and culture must now be linked.” (Gellner, 1983, 36 
quoted in Yuval-Davis, 1997, 11).
3. The differentiation between “woman” and “women” 
has been introduced by Teresa de Lauretis into feminist 
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